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This report presents information on the 


characteristics, fees, and revenue sources of the formal child care 
providers used by the four community-based organizations that 
operated programs in the Minority Female Single Parent demonstration 
programs initiated by the Rockefeller Foundation in 1982. Tne 
demonstration provided funding to selected community-based 
organizations to operate employment and training programs for 
Minority single mothers. Programs were operated by the Atlanta Urbar, 
League in Atlanta, Georgia; the Center for Employment Training in San 
Jose, California; Opportunities Industrialization Center of Rhode 
Island in Providence; and Wider Opportunities for Women in 
Washington, D.C. The descriptive information presented in this report 
was collected from 151 child care providers to whom the four 
community-based organizations referred participating mothers who 
wanted to obtain formal child care. Particular attention was given to 
those providers that served preschool children and were open a 
sufficient number of hours each week to meet the child care needs xf 
employed single mothers. Following an executive summary, sections of 
the report offer an introduction and overview, discuss the sample of 


child care providers, 


and report child care availability and 


Characteristics, fees, and revenues. An appendix provides background 
information about sample selection. (RH) 
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Executive summary 


This report presents information on the characteristics. fees, and revenue sources of 
the tormal child-care providers used by the tour community-based organizations 
that operated programs in the Minority Female Single Parent (MESP) demonstra- 
tion. This demonstration, which was mutiated by the Rockefeller Foundation mn 
1982, provided funding to selected community-based organizations to operate 
employment and training programs for minority single mothers. These demonstra: 
Lion programs offered women an array of remedial education, vocational skill 
tranny, counseling, child care, and other support services to help them attain 
stable employment in jobs chat pay adequate wages. In order to assess the effective 
Dess of this programmatic concept and to bring attention tothe pliht of many 
nunority single mothers, the Foundation funded a comprehensive evaluanion of four 
of the demonstration prowcams, one component of which is the child care analysis 
presented in this report. These four programs were operated by the Atlanta Urban 
Lea in Atlinta, Georgia, the Center tor Employment Truming in San Jose, 
Calitornia, Opportunities Industrialization Center of Rhode Island in Providence, 
ahd Wider Opportunities for Women in Washington, D.C. 


The descriptive information presented heremn was collected trom child-care provide 
enon atelephone survey conducted in September 1987. The survey covered a 
selected group of 132 providers that represent those to which the four community - 
hased organizations reterred participating mothers who wanted to obramn formal 
child care. This group of providers, which mneludes both dav care centers and li- 
censed tamily dav care providers, is likely to represent the network of providers 
known to rypical community-service agenvies that provide education and training 
services; thus, the sample has some appheability beyond the demonstration, 


In addition to selecting providers in the networks used in the demonstration, we 
tocused on those providers that served preschool children and were open a suffi- 
cient number of hours each week to meet the child-care needs of single mothers 
who work. Specifically, we focused on providers that: 


@ Served children younger than 6 years of age 

© Were open ot least fiee hours a day 

© Were open at least nme months a year 

© Served u group of cAtldren at least half of whom were nomhandicupped 


© Were nonresidential 
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This group of providers represents those thar prowide the pope ef care that is comsis- 
tent with the overall goals of the MES? demonstration. That is, the providers would 
he able to provide enough child care to enable single mothers ty pursue the educa: 
Hon, tamu. and work necessary to effec: a substantial improvement in thes eco: 


nomic and soci well being. 


The kev trodinys at our esamunanion areas tollows: 


© The providers in the sample would be able is provide enough aoe tenable single 
mothers to prorsie frdl- tome emplovinent | providers were open fara averagy of Lf 
hones per dan, 49 weeks a vea) 


© The base fees at both das care centers wand fama daw care providers avenged 8577 
per teeek for preschool chikbren. The busi fees for sonnger children (wenger than 3 
sours of aged aera SoS por eck at centers aad Soe por week ait family diy care 


providers 


© The major of both das woe centers and familys protaders poor aded dawvonants te 
therr haste weckly foes 


© The arene rerenuy por child week teas $05 for centers and Soo for family 
providers 


© Contos obtained ao sabstantial properuon fan ateraa of $0 percent) of then 
retenne from sotaces other than parental fees I comparison, family day care pre 
tiders recened virnaads all of thar revenues from parental fees 


@ Phe wvpes op care provided by centers and family providers differed in teas that 
teflectad the mone mformal nanere uf the family providers: the fumuly day cure 
providers arora sample exhibited lower overall child to staff ratios, hud Dawer enroll 
ments, sedan afants, and were more likely to hare wolanon space for sick 
children, while the cemtens tecre darger al were more likely to offer formal educa 


thon aad derelopmental progam 


1 Introduction and overview 


The need tor sate rehiible, ond attond ite Giild Cares one et the most spiking 
obstacles facing single mothers who seek toente. and beconte saccesstal in the 
labor marker. Consequenth, the debare about scltere retorm and other cttores te 
help singh: mother and ther faniuties pnprowe thea ecomermng sittin fies 


venetated tramendois miterest mn child care 


On great particular concern the cost ot child Gare net only be saee cladd sare 
must be attorduble tothe mothers who cok toenter die Labor tore. dat aden 

hey atisc hild-cure serices represent an impertann and expensma component sat 
plogranis destined to enable single mothers to dase. Cherexanple, the BT Chomwes 
Programean education and thanmuny progr tor welfare recaprents in Massachusetts, 
antaapates spending 40 to 60 percent af its annual budget on providing child Cure 
services to partiipants) The substantial child-care expenditores incurred by such 
Prowl hase fostered an interes’ ma wide pinee of cost issues, parcial those 
that pertam to the tees Ghred by Ghild-cure providers. the extent te which 
discounts to these fees are availible, and the extent tewdnich ahildacare prow ders 


cover their costs with sewenpe trom sources ther than the fees pand dw parents 


This paper. which as one Gomponeatet an evaloaton ofthe Minors Fenaile 
Sinule Parent (MESPY demonstidion, presents iifermation en these specie cost 
sues Un partook tesammes the chara temsties. fees. and revenue sources of rhe 
child-care providers sed dy the four community hascd organizations that offered 
demonstration services. This descriptive information supplements the hirger unpact 
and benefitacost analyscs that will assess the overall chev tiveness of dhe deamonstir 
honservices. Phe antormacen presented berem on the avababiity ot childcare apd 
the mawnitode of tees will be used in the ampact analysers to help aprerpret the 
otmiites of the ampact ot the demonstration programs. fn partsculor, the motors 
nonon the were develorfees wall bo Compared with the estimated canna 
potentialot the single mothers who entonad the demonstration i order to assess 
their ubilite to afford formal day ware at they take a gob hevond the demonstration 
setting, The information on revenue sources will be used in the benetit-cost analyars 
toostimite the total costs of the tormiad child care used by che single mothers. This 
cast estimation is necessary because the child-care expenditures reported by the 
mothers captire only part of the cost of care, since providers receive a substantial 
proportion of their revenue from sources other than parental fees. The informarion 
on revente sources may alse be usetud tor budgeting weltare-retoran prourams that 


mehude Child care as part of thom overall service pow hie, 
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The MESP demonstranion was undertaken by the Rocketeller Foundation to bring 
national attention tothe plight of the growing number of ammority tamiltes main- 
tamed by poor single mothers. As part of the demonstration, the Foundation funded 
tour commiuniteehased arganizatians (CBOs) to operate edie ation and traning 
programs for mimonty angle mothers: 


© The Athol yhan Leas (ACL on Adanna, Ciewa gid 
® The Center tor Employment Traming (CET) im San Jose, California” 
© Oppornenuties Industriadizatiom Center (4G) of Rhode Island im Providence 


8 Wide Opportioutes for Women VOW in Washington, De 


These tour projects enrolled ower 4200 women bepween the mitiinen of services in 
POST and che end of demonstration tundiy mn PYss, 


The demonstration programs offend a comprehensive setot serves outreach, 
assessment, education, skills training, counseling, and child-care services onan 
eftort to help the parueipating women anprove ther ccononue and socal condi 
tions and those of their children. The specitie child-care services that were offered 
included instruction to help che women become berrer consumers of child care. as. 
aptince to cpable the women te tind appropriate care, and subsidies to help defray 
the costs of child care. The emphasis pln edion child care was deemed necessary fo 
eboble the smude mothers to parteapate fully in che education and skills training 
offered under the demonstrat. Furthermore, child-care comnseling was expected 
tehelp mothers develop the decsionmaking skills and contidense oritmad to ther 
ulamate success in the Jabor marker. The strong emphases phiced on child-care 
services as reflected in dhe substantial proportion (approsimiately TS percene) of the 


raay eral cospeot the demenstritian sert tees that Werte allavated fa) child aida. 


Onur esominatien of child-care costs in the demonetrinion ts based on ding collected 
from avery spequiliced sample. The set of prowiders examined in this report repte: 
sent those to which the CBOs referred parneypagng mothers whe wanted toe obtam 
tormal child care. Specitically, we selected £9) providers trom the fists ot child-care 
providers thar were kKnewn to the CBOs of were Known te the cbild-care referral 
agenues that worked with the demonstration CBOs. This sample, whieh me fades 
hoth day care centers and dicensed tamily day care provaders, ts fikely to represent 
the network of providers generally known fo communitveservice agencies and 
organizations that provide education and traming senaces; thus, it hits some applhica- 
tality hevond the demonstration. 


Phe daimonsration prope t operaiod bs bP scroatstceits eagle atotincts ity Sas dese, WW ateone dle, 
Salinas. and Cilio. (ubteme: Diane the bast wear otahe demonstration. this propa t ab.csertead smite 
mothers mn vkbind. ¢lditenna 
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To addirton to selecting prosiders in the nenvorks uscd by the CBOs, we focused on 


those providers that served preschool Ghildren and were open asuffiaent number of 


hours each week to meet the child-care needs of single mothers who work. Speain: 


lll wa fogised on pros tders chat 


Serted children senonver than 0 scurs of sive 

Wase open atleast five hours a day 

Wore open at least nme months ot veur 

Nertedd a grote aif cAaldvon cat desist felt otf tg Aon tear: me nthearntas eped 


Wore nonresidential 


This group of providers represents those that provide the ope of cate that ts canars: 
rent with the overall goals of the MESP demonstration. Tharis, the providers 


would be able to provide enough child care te enable sinvle mothers to pursas the 


edocaton, (ami and work necossan tecette na substantal apres cment an thers 


econone and socnal well-being. 


The hes findings of our examination are as fellows: 


The providers in the sample world beable provide enough woe to enable sige 
mothers to pursne fiull-tme employment. -protiderns teere open foram anenige of dT 
hours per day, 49 weeks a veur. 


The haste fees at Roth das care centers cand family das care providers ater 837 
porweek for preschool children. The haste fees for sounger children (xenaiger than 
J years of age? avenged SOS per tecek at cemters amd SOC por eck at farmly fas 


came providers, 


The majors of both dow care centers and furmily providers provided discounts ti. 


dyer has u eekly fees. 


The average rerenue per child week was 865 for centers and SOO for family 
prouders, 


Clonters obtaited oo substantial prrespremteay Card abet af 40 ferent) oof then 
revenue from setrces other than parental ies In comparien. family dun cate pire 


vilors received virtaaly all ther revenues from parental fees 


The ixpes of care provided by centers and family pronaders differed a cans that 
reflected the more informal nature of the family providers: family day cary providers 
in our sample evhibited lower overall child to staff ratios, had fetwer enrollments, 
served more mfants, and were more likely to have isolation space for sick children, 
while the centers were larger and were mote likely te offer formal ducati mal ani 
developmental programs. 
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bor the most part, the san number ot providers sedided an chs studs did ot 
epable as to draw lear aaterenees abort differences amiong the four Communities in 
Which the demonstration eperitvd fhoeaever die surat providers selected froma 
Atuota appear tehave dittered thora those atthe other sates along a number ot 
dimensions Specifically, the Chanicterstas of providers in Arbanta were Consistent 
wall wreater as aiabiiny and wrearer compeonmon in the child-care markets center 
cateappear tohave eon more avalible; eerie corollments were smaller, a 
erouter namber of providers accepted Children veunger than age 3a areater nmber 
reported the avatlabiie, ot space: tewer cummed children away; care was available tor 
more weeks atch foneer hours: a greater number offered educational programs: and 
costs, weekly fees. annual receipts, and tes ennes por dild- week were all lower, 


White chald statt ratios were higher. 


Onur tindimes are broadds ceasiereng wath those tomo ana surees at O27 Ghildec ure 
providers in three atbon areas served by the Peenage Marent Demonstration 
(Rasher etal Pase). That surcey absetound thar tuff-diay tall yer child care wats 
eenend bh asvafoble and that dhe median weekhy Gostot care was upproximiately 940 
Furthermore, the wuthors found thet centers treqaenthy reduced their tees tor the 
children of los aweme tanabies. Phas samves also collected detailed gat aation 
about the demand tor care by women parlapating in government fining pro- 
whan. raformal wapand care, the quatity and stabilin of the care provided, common 
opening problems of hildicare providers, andthe extent afaninert denvand ten 


child wae 


Sumthady the 365 per dildaweek average nev enue esemabe obramnedd in our study as 
consistent with. altboucd shelly dower thas. the costs estimated by the Cineral 
Accounting Of (EY se) tor high quale childcare. The GaAQ) estimated that i 
froabvear POSS, gam cost tor bald care thar mer che stundurds ot de National 
Asso aation ter the bdacunen ef Youne Children (N ARVO were s4.c70 Cesc lide 
mat the vathue sit donated uy ads and services). These centers operated mn tull 
pre, fodbvcat buses, svestime elat the woekhy cost was approstaabedy 88 G8 ye 
divided by 22), orapprosmaatehy 20 percent greater than che estimated weekly cost 
cstiinited for eit sample. Phas difference reflects several factors, me hidimae C1) the 
ose hive tos at the GAY) surves on dugh-qushts comters. (2) different cost fowels 
between ou estimates for the four MES? sites aod the more national GQ) esp 
mates. (3) the shubt ditterence in the tine pertods tor the surveys (since our esd 
mites refer ta gadondar vear POST. whie the GOAAQ estimates are for fiscal wear 
TYSS), and (4) the general sampling varninee associated with both surveys. which 
used telat small samples (our surves included 29) providers; the GAR) survey 


Y hee asta ed eter woah dy: Sa lteeg at ie salen ot hotited on ads and screices secre im finded Nec estimate 
worettide forthe adie ot demated enh tor the pros aden i dided as cor sampfe Pdeweser ra saad bt 
patios Gevidence sien that uch este are ne hirer proporte ately incur sanphe of providers than 
us thse pron tdacre sospuauaced fea CeO, rnd sss tae, deotstend ew ads sanay ao aeritete ca tse bh stesadbes teas tease af 
dhe ceet cat the prow tkers icin sera 
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welded 138 Cooters). The chotce beoween either of these estimates depends on te 
rebon tor using the estimate. Our estimates are probably better for asessing the 
costs of genera} nis of child cure. while the GAO estimate is appropriate for 


planning the costs of strictly bigh-qualits Gare 


Our analysis is presented in three chapters. The second chapter describes the 
sample of prosiders in more donald meluding the process whereby the sample was 
selooted. The thitd chapter discusses the charactersnes of these providers. The tinal 
chapter Chet reviews information on the wes and revenue sources of the providers. 
Appendix A preseors derats on the procedures ised to sefeer the providers me fuded 
mths ss ads 
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2 The sample of child care providers 


The child-care prowiders included in thes study were chosen to represent the 
network of formal providers known to and used by the CBOs in their ettorts to 
assist poor single mothers. Ip particular, we were interested in describing the 
charactersties and revenue structure of those providers in the four demonstration 
sites that (1) were able te provide enough hours of care to enable single mothers 
with young children to make a substantial commitment te an education and tram- 
ing progrun and ultimately to work, and (2) were in the network of providers to 
which women who were enrolled in the demonstration would be referred. 


To develop our sainple, we followed the path that aamother would nike af she 
wrhed to obtain formal child cane through the MESP demonstration. To de se. we 
selected providers trom referral lists maintamed by the CBOs, or trom fist. main- 
tained by community child-care licensing or referral agencies in these cares where 
the CBO rehed on such organizations to refer participating single mothers to child- 
care providers, Choosing to rely on these fists means thar we have excluded trom 
our study the trends and tamily members who cared tor the children of partrcapat- 
my mothers. Furthermore, we have excluded part-day programs and those cht 
served only school-age children, since our goal was to examine providers who 
would be able to help single mothers with veung children pursue a program leading 
to tillering emplowment, (Again, details on the scleenon of providers are presented 
itt Appendix A.) 


Day care centers for the sample were chosen from fists ef centers mamtamed by 
AUL, OIG, and WOW, at CET. the county manrtamed a directory of centers. 
Centers were chosen only it they provided fall-time care to children younger than 
age six. dn Providence and Washington, family providers were found through 
referral lists muaintamed by OIC and WOW in Atlanta and San Jose, family 
providers were selected trom: fists maintained by focal Cbild-caure referral avens ies. 
AU amily das care providers dentiied were melded i the sample universe as 
longus they were heensed and provided child care tor pay to children younzer than 
Age 0. 


Although providers were identtied through the same channels used by program 
i parnicipants, the CET and AUL tamily provider samples may not he comparable to 
= the OIC and WOW samples. The lists for Providence and Washington reflect the 
; efforts of OIC and WOW to identity those providers that would be most sui able 
forthe MPS? portigpants in terms of their accessibility and fees. While we 


“ERIC _ 15 BEST COPY AVA! ABLE 


fe 


The MESP PAs iste sta 8 


Cduld Cire Retort Oyen. 
{ 


die teases eae eciet iaalk si eA Ea ETRE See TalRate amet, Claw Delnrere men Sy sik Ve. je fe eee ig ee a Kae SR Re Ree: eee ee eee tee aee ae 


Table 2.1 The sample of providers (fall 1987) 


Atlanta Sen Jose Providence Washington All Sites 


Number of known day care centers" 257 177 44 281 759 
Number of centers in sample 24 26 25 26 101 
Family Daycare SSS 
Number of known family day care providers® = 273 1,561 105 210 2,189 


Number of providers in sample 13 12 13 12 50 


Based csr deste cdotarrec cd tye ter the © DSM sends feshd cana ge tarp al acepiges disaad bey thi & PAYS 


screened the lists obtuned tor Achinta and San dose ino similar fashion, ip would be 
anposside torus to repheate the screening undertaken bs CBOS chat were mnt 
mately tintin with ther nerhborhoods and the charaerereties of thei local chide 
camomatkers, Thus. cross site ditferences obsereed in out dita may reflect our 
selection process Gand the referral list development and ss reening ettarts of the 
CBOSS), as well as actual ditttrenees in the child-care markets of the sites. 


Asetead chis studs excluded three types of providers. Firs rehansves on trends whe 
provide hild Care in chem own hemes erin the homes ot che Ghildren wer es: 
cluded. While these providers are widely used bs mothers. ther arrangements are 
mere intormal, loss permanent, apd trequenth unpaid. For these reasons, locating 
these providers is ditteulr ass obhupmy reliable survev dani on them. More 
IpPerhnt, progian operators have heen relicrane te tely on these informal provid 
eps byeaise the children of morhers enrolled in training cannot senenilly be referred 
tosueh providers. and. even at thes can bes the quahins of che care prowided in such 
opreolated arrangements cannot readily be ascerramed. Thus. mandatory cducatiean 
and tranny programs ar antikely ro rely on scch providers to provide formal Gare 


tor fhe Children of partaipatine mothers. 


Powders thatatter only betore- or tterschoad Gare were abe excluded trom this 
studs. Again. these prowiders are ere ditticule to adentits. same many af these 
programs are offered by more general-purpose organizations, suchas YW, Bays 
(Jabs, or ocaschools. Furthermore, these programs serve prinardy schaodage 


hildren. while we were interested more in providers that served vounger children, 


Finally, residential prowiders and providers that predominanils serve handicapped 
children were exctuded. Due to ther organizational structure, the cost structures of 
these providers will ditfer substantially from those of general child-care providers. 
Such childcare providers would alse be expected te play only avery small role in 
broadly defined education and training prouranns. 
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We selected atonal ot P31 providers trom che tour communities. While chis number 
provides little statistical power for our analyst and Lith: baste tor testing for cross: 
site differences, we feel chat in provides an adequate basis tor describing the wenetal 
nature of the tormal child-care opportunities tacing mothers who sought such ¢are 
through the MESP demonstration. In addition, our set of providers constitutes it 
neprriviadl proportion of the total ser ot prowiders known to the CBOs and the 
teferral agencies thes used: we have meluded 13 percent of the centers m the 
CRON nenworks and 2 percent of the family das care providers in those networks, 


As shown in Tale li. 2Of of the 759 day care centers idenufied and 50 of the 
2.159 tamaly day care providers ientitied were surveved across the four MES sites. 
Bocuse site-specitie numbers are based on ven simall sample sizes, all ables should 
he wa mnatdercd as merely SULUCSEIVG of the differen UN that exited among the Nife’s. 
Further, becuse cur sample was divided evenly across sites. even though che sice of 
the known universe differed greath trom site to site, this sample does not mecessar- 
Uy represent the overall universe of child-care prowaders that were avauble to the 
MESP demonstration 
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3 Child care availability and characteristics 


Tnussessing the role at tornnal child-care providers in the MESP demonstration, we 
considered the extent to which the providers could meet the child-care needs ot 
single mothers whe had young children and wanted to pursue the education, train: 
ny, and employment opportunities offered by the demonstration. These child-care 
needs include the availability of care fora satticent number of hour each day and 
days each week to enable the mothers to devote a substanual amount of ther ume 
ro educinon, job search, and, ultamately, yobs. Also ot concern is the availability of 
posttions at the child-care providers --specifically, whether mothers who entered 
the MESP program would be able to obtain child care without having to wart fora 
child-care position to open. Mothers and program operators ary ale concemed 
dhout the quafiny of child care. a multidimensional chargcreristig that reflects the 
seat the provider, the ratio of children to staff, the types of services provided. and 
the nature of those services. 


Table 321 describes the size ot the providers, the age ranges of Children served, and 
the extent towhich providers accepted children who do not speak English or who 
have special needs. The ditterence in the sumber of children served bw dav care 
centers and tanuly daw care providers es immediately obvious. The centers served an 
average of 69 children, while the family dav care providers served an average of 
only 3 children.) This ditterence is consistent with the smadier and more informs 
nuture of the tamily day care providers. 


The aves of the children served also differs between div care centers and family day 
care providers. In general, family day care prowiders were more dtkely to serve 
vounger children; then, as children reached preschool age, center care appears to 
have been the more prevalent choice. For example, only a third of the centers were 
caning for ntants, while over half of the family day care providers were caring: tor 
mfants. In contrast, most centers cared for school-age children, while relarively fess 
tanuly day care providers were providing such care. 


Some providers of both types were caring tor children who do nor speak English 
(particularly m San Jose and Providence, which conta large non-English-speaking 
populations), although centers were more likely to have served such children. Chil- 
dren with special needs tended to be served primarily at centers, which probably 
reflects the larger scale and more formal nature of the centers. 


The presence of ates Large centers tends to shes the distribution of center enrollments, However, the 
median ennollment for the center ps all an erder of magoitude areater than the avenge enrollment for 
tamily hay care prowiders, 
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Table 3.1 Service availawility: the number and types of children served, 
by type of provider (fall 19387) 


a ea Oa TE IE IO 

Atisnta San Jose Pre sidence Washington All Sites 
Number of Children 
Served by Provider: 
Day Care Centers 
Mean 54 69 79 75 69 
Median 48 60 74 60 63 
Family Day Care 
Mean 5 5 7 4 5 
Median 6 5 6 4 5 
Percentage of Providors 
Serving Children Ages: 
Day Care Centers 
Less than 1 year 67", 19°, 24° 0 12°. 08. 
lto under 3 92°. 89°. 32% 16% 77% 
3to under 5 100°» 96° 96°. 100° 98°. 
5 years and older 67% 73% 80° 56% 68% 
Famity Day Care 
Less than 1 year 62% 42°. 54a" 50% 52% 
Yto under 3 9245 67% 92°, 92% 86% 
3to under 5 54% 83% 85°, 75% 78% 
5 years and older 8"5 25% Bs 0% 10°> 
Percentage of Providers 
Who Accept: 
Day Care Centers 
Children who do not Bao BH5°% 8B". 35%, 65% 
speak English 
Children with 33% 46% 64°%5 62% 51% 
special needs 
Family Day Care 
Children who co not Beu 42°. 46°, 8%, 26% 
spaak English 
Children with B°o 25% 05 17% 12%. 
special nesds 
Semple Sizes 
Day Care Centers 24 26 25 26 101 
Family Day Care 13 12 13 12 50 
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Avonbioalissue in providing child care as partof an edueanon and taaning program 
srmilar to these operated under the MESP demonstranon pe whether the mothers 
anata able tecobramn positions tor their children, Table 3.2 presents intormia- 
tien which suecests thata shortage of avatlable positions existed at day care centers, 
Only one center sn the San Jose sample, and no centers in Providence or Washing: 
ton, reported that space was avatlable tor more children at the ome of the inter- 
view. Consistent wath this lack of current positions, more thin pwo-thirds of the 
das Gare centers ia our sample at these three sites haat rummed aaa Children in rhe 


last sear due to an ansuthaient capacity. 


Tabte 3.2 Service availability: capacity of providers to accept additional children, 
by type of provider (fall 1987) 


Atlanta San Jose Providence Washington All Sites 
Percentage of Providers 
Who Could Have Accepted 
Additional Full-time Children 
at the Time of the Interview 
Day Care Centers 38%o ry 0°o 0% 10%. 
Family Day Care 39°. 42°, 82°o 58°. 50°, 
Percentage of Providers 
Who Mave Turned Childran 
Away in the Last Year 
Due to Insufficient Capacity 
Day Care Centers 21%, 81% 72°%o 69% 61% 
Family Day Care 62° 33° 5 39° 50°> 46% 
Sample Sizes 
Day Care Centers 24 26 25 26 101 
Family Day Care 13 12 13 12 50 


These tieures indicate a potential prodftem for traning programs thar want to rely 
on day care centers to care tor the children of paruaipating mothers. Our data 
sigeest thar women in all sites escepr Adinir would face delivs in getting their 
children into a center, Hershey (1888) has ported out that such delays may reduce 
the parnieipanion cate education and framing progranis by posmy in additional 
harner tor mothers hetore they can enter the program. 


Tis interesting toonote that the situation appears to have been very different in 
Atlanta. where 38 percent of the day care centers could have accepted more 
children. and only 22 pereent of the centers had turned children awan, 
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In contrast to the day care centers. thappears that positions were available at 
licensed family day care prowaders. Overall, halt of the family day care prowiders 
reported that they were able to accept an additional child. and less than halt of 
these providers had turned Children awa die to an insutficient capacity. 


Child-care harmers to partrerpation in education and framing programs can also arise 
tthe cares unavailable fora sufficient number of weeks per vear or hours per dav, 
and at there is a lack of available positions. Table 3.3 indicates that, when positions 
were available, the providers in our sample would have been able to meer the child- 
care needs of mothers in terms of both weeks and hours of operation. Both day care 
venters and tamily day care providers were open for an average of 49 weeks per year, 
which generally would be adequate for mother who have two weeks of vacation and 
holidays. Both wpes of providers were also open fora substantial number of hours 
per day an average of TH hours per dav for centes and 22 hours per day for family 
day care providers. 


Overall, 60 percent of the providers in the sample were open from: atleast 7 AM to 
OPM, dong enough te accommodate most working days. In addition. a substantial 
nuinber of centers provided betore- or atier-school care! Such care could have been 
unportant to mothers whe had both schoolave children and younger children whe 
needed tull-day care. 


Finding care fora sick child poses another barmer tor single mothers. As shown in 
Table 3.3, vers few of the sampled centers were willing to accept sick children (14 
percent across all centers), fn contrast, nearly halfof the family day care providers 
accepted sick children, perhaps because they were herter able to isolate these chil: 


dren, or because they faced less restrictive health regulations. 


To provide further perspective on the provider characteristics offen assocnited with 
qualiry child care for single working mothers, Table 3.4 describes some ot the 
semices available at our sample of providers. The number of providers chat offered 
bilingual statt and isolation space tor sick children are consistent with the numbers 
that accepted these two types of children: dav care centers were more likely to have 
bilingual stat! (particularly those in San Jose and Providence), and family day care 
providers were more likely to have isolation space. Stat who were trained to assist 
special-needs children were generally tound only at day care centers, but at only 25 


pereent of those centers. 


fy Providence, only one af the centers was open from 7 AM t6 PM, amd fewer ot the conten in the 
Prosadeace sample praaded betere on atopachesd) care. Tors umdeor whether this differem on 
chan terenes reflects trae cross stte differences or the luck ot the draw in our sampling of centers, 
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Table 3.3 Service availability: the weeks and hours of operation, 
by type of provider (fail 1987) 

Atlanta San Jose Providence Washington All Sites 

Maan Weeks Open per Year 
Day Care Centers 49 49 48 49 49 
Family Day Care 50 49 49 49 49 
Percentage Open at 
Least 50 weeks 
Day Care Centers To 46% 44% 89°, 62% 
Family Day Care 62". 42°54 39°. 25°5 42% 
Mean Hours per Day 
in Operation 
Day Care Centers 12 1 10 1 1 
Famity Day Care 14 11 12 12 12 
Percentage Opsn at 
Least from 7 AM to 6 PM 
Day Care Centers 76° 73° 4p 89°, 60°. 
Family Day Care 77°20 42° 31% 83° 5B" 
Percentage with a 
Befors-School Program 
Day Care Centers $2 54 8 42 37 
Family Day Care na na na na na 
Percentage with an 
After-School Program 
Day Care Centers 79 54 32 42 52 
Family Day Care na na na na na 
Percentage That Can 
Accommodate a Sick Child 
Day Care Centers 13° 0» 28° 15% 14° 
Family Day Care 31% 58° 62°. 33° 5 46°. 
Sampte Sizes 
Day Care Centers 24 26 25 26 101 
Family Day Care 13 12 13 12 50 
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Table 3.4 Characteristics of care available, by type of provider (fall 1987) 


Atlanta Sen Jose Providence Washington Ali Sites 
Child-Staff Ratio 
Day Care Centers 9.6 8.7 8.7 7.6 8.6 
Family Day Care 3.2 3.8 4.7 3.1 3.7 
LEAST TIE TIE II AAA AAD AD ATTA TE A AAA AAP EE DLE ST AE TT ELL DAE ALE LEE EDL LESS EEA 
Child Care Services 
Percentage of Day Care 
Conters that Offer: 
Transportation 63" OM O°» 37%. 23% 
Bilingual staff 13% 65%. 64°%o 31°, 843%. 
Isolation space for 13°5 0% 24°o 15% 13% 
sick children 
Trained staff to 17°. 27°. 24% 31°, 25% 
assist special: 
needs children 
Meals 100". 89°. 76° BB", B7%5 
Formal education or 100°. 89",, 55° o 7T%y 79°. 
development activities 
Parcentage of Family Day Care 
Providers that Offer: 
Transportation 8" 17% 85 0°, B''n 
Bilingual staff 0" B°s Bo 0", a’, 
isolation space for 15". 58". 62°. 33". 42° 5 
sick children 
Trained staff to 0". B"5 On 0". 2°n 
assist special- 
needs children 
Meals 100“. 100°. 75% o 100°. 94°, 
Formal education or 46°, 33°o 8°. 17% 26°. 
development activities 
Sample Sizes 
Day Care Centers 24 26 25 26 101 
Family Day Care 13 12 13 42 50 
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Hosonterspng to note thar mere fandy providers coported accepring children whe 
donor speak Relish and these wath spevial needs than reported Iniving the specitl 
seat to Gare tor thea Tas dikely that the reported willineness ta accept these chil. 

dren woukd depend on dhe seventy of tha spel needs or phen ability te commer 


ntcate with stat 


Table 34 abso provides intormation te diag mferences about the qnoliry ot child 
care owTvives. While no clear standards tor quhis div care exist, the Pederal fater- 
agenes Day Care (FIDO) requirements were proposed (but never adopted) vas 
national stindards tor adequate day cate Among other requirements, Chese stun: 
datds mandate that hildren aaa ate reserve adesgiate ind nitonieus meats, and that 
piovider offer des chopmental prowrams (Sear. LYS) Adinost all providers served 
meals to ther children (87 percent ot the das care centers and Of percent of the 
tamuly provaders), Onthe other hand, while most (79 percent) at the dav care 
centers provided formal education actsites, only one-quarter at che tamals 


pos iders offered developmental proagranns 


Phe PD requirements alse propose maximum childetoestatt garios as canorher 
Clement of qualits chrd care. For home providers, the FIDO! requirements seta 
whild-te stat taneot Sof for intants and Gb for preschoolers, The avenue «bildene 
stat rates ain our tamil provider sample were well within bork ot these standards. 


The hilt toostatt nanos proposed by the FIDO requirements for din care centers 
differ bs ae groups, while our data permitted us te caleubate child-te statt ratios only 
forthe entire center Asa benchmark. the chifd-to statt rane tor all children aa the 
sample of day Gare centers averaged S tech This nitte ts qustabowe the FIDE 
vandard of Stet tor hildren ages ee (the main group served by our sample ot 
centvts). This ratios tance the ted nati prescobed tor Gildren umder 3 sears old, 
Thowesver the day Gare centers our sample wer: subject ro stone ane focal boensine 
requirements forchald to staff ratios. whishomay ditfer tran chose saavested by the 
Peden) Potersrenes (irouys. 


Asnetedin Chapter 2 the small size atoursamphe and the descriprive: manure of coir 
andhsis noke gt dithoult to draw inferences about eros site differences: Neverthe 
lesstappeats thatthe market torcbild casein Arbinta dittered tran these ay the 
other three sites. This difference manitests tel alone a number of dimensions and 
meonsstent with stitginents from ACL stat rbatahigh devel of competion 
exited among day care centers in Atlanta. Our sample in Arhinta contamed a 
ateater nianber of dav care centers that had avilable space, hitd low enrollments, 
served seuing children, had high child-ro-staft ratios. and prowided transportanion 
wervices than was tracof the samples of centers in the other three sites, As reported 
nthe nest chapter. these dittcrences appear to be reflected the relative tees and 


avenge revenue levels of che sates. 
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4 Fees and revenues 


Having seen that the providers in our sample could meer the child-care needs ot 
single mother who wanted to pursue education, traming, and employment (al- 
though the avanability of apace at centers might have mmposed some delays in 
obtaining care itis essential that we assess the costs of that Gare. Ip particadar, we 
are interested in the tees charged by the providers, the extent to which discounts 
from those fees are offered. and the sources of funding for the providers spec iti- 
cally, the extent to which providers rely on revenue trom sources other than 
parental tees. This information will be used in the MESP demonstration evaluation 
toussess the attordabyliey and costs ot tornado hudd care. 


The anabvsn of revenue sources is particudorly amporrant tor the henetit-cost 
analyses, which will assess, from several perspectives, whether the impact genenited 
by the MESP demonstration are sufficentiy large to justity the costs of offermy the 
services, Child-care costs will beampe. atin this benefit-cost assessment, 
particularly trom che perspecoves of the single mothers and che prorat tunder. 
Theampact analysts wall estimate the child-care expenditares of the single mothers 
based on information collected in tollow-up interviews. However. becuse child: 
wire providers obtiun revenue trom sources other than parental tees, the 
Mpenditures at the mothers will understate the overal costs af the child-care 
services. Thus, tas essential tounderstand the estent to which other funders 
supported the child-care providers, sous to uissess the overafbeosr umpheauons af 


changes in the use of child care. 


The starnng pont ot this analyers is the baste child care tee Charged by indisadisal 
providers. For child care to be traly availible oo mothers in dhe MPSP 
demonstration, nomusr be affordable. eather through low basic tees or through the 
availability of subsidies. Table 41 shows che baste weekly fees of the providers in 
our ssample. Fees for children 3 and 4 vears ot ave averaged $57 per week tor tull- 
tne care, repatdiess of the type of provider. Average fees were higher for younger 
children, who require closer supervision and, thus, a lower child co staff rano. 
Famaly day care providers charged slightly less than centers to care for these 
younger children ($60 per week in family care versts $65 per week in center care). 
The average fee for after-school programs in day care centers war $34 per week, 
which reflects the shorter days of these p ograms and their generally higher child to 
staff ratios. 
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Table 4.1 Basic child care fees, by type of provider (fall 1987) 


Atlanta San Joss = =—s- Providence Washington AH Sites 
Basic Weekty Fes 
for Full-Time Care 
Day Care Centers 
Children 3to5 $37 $71 $59 $58 $4? 
Children under 3 $43 $73 $97 S68 $65 
After-school care $26 $50 $30 $33 $34 
Family Day Care 
Children 3105 $49 $80 $50 $50 S47 
Children under 3 $52 $82 $54 $56 $60 
After-school care na na Nd fia Na 
Percentage of Day Care 
Centers Offering: 
Discounts fram the basic fee 73°. BT. BH 82". ty 
Discounts to at jeast 25°. of the children Par 58". 48", A? a? 
Some free care Ov. 39". 0". V2 13. 
Percentage of Family Day Care 
Providers Offering: 
Discounts from the basic fee 77s 67% 54", 33° bx 
Discounts to at least 25". of the children 69". 67", 46". 33". §4- 
Some free care na na na nis Ne 
Sample Sizes 
Day Care Centers 24 26 25 26 101 
Family Day Care 13 12 13 42 50 
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These average foes musk a consideribho amount ot ante in the actual tees 
charged by prowiders. Table 4.0 shows thar wookh tees ranved trem ne hanes cat 
center operand tinder the Plead Star Progetto aredbever See pes week dn 
ahdition. Table 4) shows thatthe sugoerts ot the provider ro cat sampde sdtetes 
discounts trom their basi fee. amd ina provided discounts 629 percent tts 
aft the Children. Tn addition. a pamber of the din care canter offared trae cin Pua 
care centers Were generally more dikehy te provide tee discounts than were finahy 


diy care providers, probably becouse of the more tonmad stricture of centers 


While information on providers’ fees as important for assessine the suitability ot 
avatlable child care for single mothers who are entermy the labor fone, information 
on the total costs of child-care senices necessary for prognin phingine purposes 
and for an analyst of the nupacts ot the MSP demonstration. The observed 
availability of discounts implies that tess de ner represent the tall Costs of cate tia 
some parents. Children whose parents pay dess than tell cost imac be substdiced 
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Table 4.2 Range of basic fees, by type of provider (fall 1987) 


Day Care Centers Family Day Care 
(All sites) {All sites) 

Basic Weekly Fee for Full-Time Care for 
Childran Ages 3 to 5 
Mean $57 $57 
Percent within + $10 of mean 31% 35%s 
Minumiin $0 Sid 
25th percentile §37 $43 
Median $60 $53 
75th percentile $73 $66 
Maximum $120 $100 
Basic Weekly Fee for Full-Time Care for 
Children Under 3 
Mean $65 $60 
Percent within « S10 of mean 265 56": 
Monimum $1 S14 
25th percentile $42 545 
Median $65 $60 
75th percentile $90 $70 
Maximum $150 $100 


Wht th by the fees pads the parents ot other hibdien cared tor bs the provider 
etna be subsided directh Py the prosaders ot bs one ocenc ies thar suppers the 
prbeos hades 4 tell ASSOOST CPE af thre vont caf the Mi a dor DAPLAL MOR on at otha 
edition ind tounge programs for cronts misp examane these subsidies and the 
mopacteat The foandne prow op wewho provide them qa guiticadar, 
whether the tal) scde plementation ed an MPSP ype program would ro revise 
the scgres te denmand for child care and correspomdinuh stram the budeers of 


sibsidione aeenes that toed roeheep pace wath phe ero thy sa der 


Our approach tothe sue wos dosh the providers in oor sample about thet tora 
revenue and revenue cotirees. This approaches adepted in taser ot cme that asked 
direetiy about costs, becouse we felt chat small providers would be relucrant to 
provide oterniatiog thar would dire th reveal the salantes of ther stat in addition. 
euromfterest inthe colinonship heaween parental fees and ower] costs cat be 
Addressed more directh by using revenue data under the assumption that total 
revenue aid costs are equal Finally. most center had onby afew reverie: sources 


bit mans cost catcgones. Phos. the focts on revenue rediced the reporting burden 


et providers an the sures, 
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Ir should be noted that the assaimpooen that total revenue and total costs are cud ts 
onky anappresmmation, The tact that many child-care providers ge out ot business 
indicates Chatinamy prownders may he unable to cower their costs, Nevertheless, che 
total revenue estimates prowide asta ing point tor the analvers and appear to he a 


lower Bound on the costs mcurred by child-care prowiders. 


The major fnutatien ot our revenge estimates ts that they esclode i a costs of Labor, 
space. and materials donated to the providers. Table 4.3 prowides an overview of 
these donated resources tor centers. While all the center recemed donations ut 
some Rind at is eur feeling that these donations were relatively meconsequential tor 
the general analysis. For example, while the matonty of centers received some 
volunteer labor the value ot this Libor was munor relafive to cash receipts; we 
estimate thar the value af this volunteer Libor would constitute fess thant 3 percent 
of ash recepts. Theretore. cash recempts should pros ide an accurate bast for 


APsscasthy totad res atte and aon. 
Table 44 preent the revenue mtermanen tor dhe providers moun sample. Phe 


Heures on revenue sources indicate that dav care centers recenved a substantial 
amount ot ther tunding trom sources other chan parental tees. Over centers 


Table 4.3 Sources of revenue for sampled day care centers (fall 1987) 


Ea 


AUL CET oc wow All Sites 
Percentage of Centers 
Receiving Donated 
Goods or Services 
Classroom volunteers 38 35 64 69 52 
Free Jabor 8 27 32 19 a2 
Donated space 17 19 4 31 18 
Donated or Surplus food 13 65 42 44 42 
Free transportation 4 19 16 12 13 
Free administrative services 8 8 16 27 15 
At feast 25% of supplies/ 17 8 4 12 10 
equipment free 
Free maintenance Services 8 4 8 19 8 
Average Revenues 
Estimated annual cash receipts $68,000 $252,000 $234,000 $263,000 $210,000 
Vaiue of average amount of $1,700 $4,700 $6,800 $6.200 $4,900 
volunteer classroom labor 
a {per year)® 
- Sample Sizes 24 26 25 26 101 


“aloud ited as the repose boar af vaduatcer Libor per sseek pines the oamber of weeks open pore tines the avenge hearh compensation 


for shildecare workers (87 20 por hour anc tading Sound Secu and Unemployment Insurance Gives.) 
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Table 4.4 Revenus characteristics, by type of provider (fall 1987) 


Atlanta San Jose Providence Washington All Sites 
Revenue Characteristics of 
Day Care Centers" 
Percentage that ara: 
Non-profit 38 65 81 36 60 
For-profit 54 26 5 8] 21 
Government-sponsored 0 9 9 9 4 
Church-sponsored 8 0 14 55 15 
Percentage of total 
revenue that comes from’: 
Parents 3, 48 52 33 58 
Government 10 44 29 56 32 
Other 1 9 19 Vi 10 
Mean revenue per child-week $33 $67 $69 $86 $65 
Revenue Characteristics of 
Family Day Care Providers 
Percentage of total 
revenue that comes from: 
Parents 100 91 80 97 92 
Government 0 9 20 3 8 
Other na na na na na 
Mean revenue per child-week $50 $91 $63 $62 $66 
Sampte Sizes 
Day Care Centers 13 22 21 11 68 
Family Day Care 13 12 13 12 50 


“Asthe sainple sie mambors shows the respec cinecan revenne taturininion was vert dew an meesites dacaddegen, one extreme saithien wap 


ON tide ta San fase where ab awoodd base mereaed the mean to S48 


received just over 40 percent of their revenue from government and other sources, 
although the proportion varied considerably across sites, with centers ay the 
Atlanta sample recenanyg 90 percent of their revenue trom parents, and centers in 
the Washungron sample recenving only a third of their revenue trea parents.) In 
contrast, the family day care providers obtained virtually all of their revenue from 
parents, which reflects their more informal nature and the funding policies of local 
funding agencies. Thus, parental expenditures for center-based care will understate 
the overall costs tor that care, while parental expenditures for family day care 
appear to reflect overall costs more accurately. 


. Approsamately halt af the conten in the Adanta and Wishington samples did not provade usable 
. revenue infermation. The fees charged by these centers did not differ on average trom the fees charged 
oe by the centers that did provide tall revenue information in the survey. Thus, i appears thar the missing 
, data do not materially iMect the sesulss, although the site-specific estimates should he given much lens 
credence than the overall estimate far all the sites. 
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As wath our discission on the characteristics of providers, the simple sizes do not 
permit drawing quantitanive comparnons among sites, However, Arhinga again 
appears to ditter constrentiy tram the other three sites in terns of several varitbles, 
Average provider tees in Aduntasvere lower than at the other sites. and Arhints 
providers obtained more ot ther tunding from parents. The darger proportion of 
revenue dered trom sources other than parents in the other three sites es consistent 


with the tact that these sites had more pen-profit and Churchysponsored centers, 


Table 4.4 also presents information on the average revenue perc hild-week forthe 
providers iy our sample. Average revenue was estimated by dividing the reported 
annual revenue tor the provider by the estimated annual namber of child-weeks. 
Por both popes ot prowiders nour sauple, the average reverie per childeweek was 
approwimotel $65, which comes fairly Close to the avenge fees af 897 1365 per 


week betore discounts 


Thee rescnue and tee estimates squvest Chat ose mother with mer children 
could spend approximately $300 por mornin ter tormal child care. it she purchased 
cateat the obsorved average rate of 857 per chikdeweek. Such an expenditure would 
constitate almost the enare canines of a person who worked till time at the 
muinnnum wage. Fortunately, the MPSP program sought to place parnaipants i jobs 
thar pant wives wellinescess of the muiniminy and it appears tharmnany Ghikd-cure 
providers offered discounts to ther tees Gind vc few centers even provided care free ct 
charge tor some children). Tn addition, the Pasig tees ot a substantia’ number of the 
providers were less than the avenue. se tht the mothers coukd have tound fess 
expensive care dt thes were wilh and able to shop around tora provider, The 
methers abo had the opuon of usme informal care provided by relatives and trends. 
Atmore deraed analysis of the use and costs at child care for the single morhyrs will 


beundertaken when follow sap dane become avaible, 


The analysis of revenie sources suggests thar the expenditures reported by mothers 
Whe would use centers sanilar to those ipcluded in oir ssiple would heise te 
Merce bya factoret hte capture the total casts of the child care. This factor 
sivecests that prognim planners who want to provide center-bused child care as part 
ofan education, Pramung, or emplosment program shomd nor reby solely on the 
expenditure reports of parents focespmire the costs of the Gare. particularh ap 
markers that consist of numerous nenprotin church: sponsered, ar gowerment: 


operated providers, 


Ctild-weeks wor Galuuidatedis rhe nuke of duddron whe wen audi the center ar ihe time ad die 
motensae multiphed is the oumber ot seeks chat the center open por sear Wo be addi ina che 
cstinnited number ot child wecke ba any paasal aan: prone dicted a dhe preaider. da coh abating 
Hanatbersdt bildton. we estimated the tall die aqua atene ter Ghafdien whe artended partie 

peur sites 
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Appendix A 
Background information about sample selection 


The sample was selected trom [ists ebpaned trom the tour CROs and trons chile 
care referral agenctes that served the foar demonstration communities. Because we 
were uMferested in providers who could provide sufficient cure to meet the teeds of 
single mothers who were working and who bad voung children, we further re- 
stricted the sample of child-care centers to include ondy those whe: 


© verted whddren ander 6 veurs old 

© uercupen at least five hows a day 

© teere open atdousc nme months a sear 

@ sorted a geup of hiddren at least half of tehom aor nomhandicapped 


PF were nonrestdentiad 


These cniteraaile bad the advantage of borne comsastent with chose used in the 
carher study of cbid-eare prowiders conducted by Coeton, Ghants, ind Cabore 
t POT), 


We were dos resincrive about che tanaly dav care providers and included in the 
sample universe ail providers whose names were on the dist and who provided child 


care forpas tochildren under 6, 


The spoaitie sample selection procedures used in the four sites ditfered shiadhitly, 
reflecting cross:site vartation in the nature and usailabilite of lists of child-care 
providers. The speqite sample selocuon procedures tollowed in each site and any 
problems that arose are discussed separately for cach of the tour sites, Tables Av 
and ALD summarise the relevant sample and chybibts mtormation tor day care 
centers and family day care providers. Tables Al} and Aad provide information 


Jbout survey completion rites, 


Atlanta, Georgia (AUL) 


AUL provided us with a list of 47 day care centers utilized by program participants. 
: From these a sample of 30 was selected randomly tor the survey, only one of which 
: proved to be ineligible hecause the center was being reorganized and was not vet 
reopened. 


“ The sample of family day care providers was selected trom a list of licensed provid- 
ets obtained from the Day Care Licensing Division of the Georgia Department of 
Human Resources, The list, which was tor Fulton County (the county which 
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includes Adanta), contamed the names, addresses, registrarion numbers, and license 
expiration dates of providers, The majority of providers on the fist, however, were 
holding expired licenses (unless the dates on the list were nor updated to refleer 
lense renewals). From the fist, we selected ES providers whose ficenses had not 
expired. Four of these providers proved to have disconnected telephowes, and so tour 
additional cases were added to the sample as replacements. Three of the providers 
that were contacted no lonver provided child care. Thus, the tinal sample of tiamuily 
dav care providers included 15 prowiders. 


San Jose, California (CET) 


CET in San Jose did nor maintain a list of either day care centers or fanny providers 
used by program participants. The sample of 32 day care centers was sclected trom 
the P9S5-S6 edition of Child Care Directory of Santa Clara County published by the 
Commmnity Cootdinared Child Development Counc of Santa Clara County, Ine, 
tacos). This quences was the main referral aveney used by CET when women wanted 
child care other than care trom the Montessort center operated by CET (sve 
Hershey, JYSS8). Day care centers were selected in the three communities where 
demonstration parncipants were enrolled during program year 4: San Jose. Gilroy, 
and Watsonville. In selecting centers trom the list. we included only those that had 
full-time programs, charved slide scales or tees of less than $200 per month, and 
accepted children younger than age 6. OF the centers selected, three were no longer 
in business, and one was open only three and a halt hours a day. 


bamily providers were obbumed trom two sources. The Whisman Children's Center 
i Mountain View mamtans a reterra service. and provided us with the names of 
hve providers, three of which were selected randomly tor the sample. The County of 
Santa Clara Department of Soci! Services was conticted tor addinional lisrinus. dt 
was willing to select the sample torus, randomly selechng 30 providers trom its list 
oftapprosamately LOO registered providers, While willing to send us names and 
telephone numbers, owas presented by stare reculotions trom releasing addresses. 
We selected 16 providers trons the list and mntormed them of our selection, and they 
sent the advance maternal torus, Four of the providers were not logated and twe 
were tound to he inehiable (one no Jonver provided dav care. and the orber did not 
toke core ot children younger thin ace ©). 


Providence, Rhode Island (OIC) 


OIC: statt prowided us with a dist ot 27 day care centers ised by program participants. 
Egeht of these dity care centers proved to be ineligible: one center appeared twice im 
the sample under owe names, and the other seven did not provide care to children 
younger than age 6 and were nor open tor the required tive hours a day. To adjust 
tor rhe reduced number of eligible cases, we contacted the Department of Children 
and Their Families in Providence and requested that ten centers he selected ran- 
domly in Providence and Pawtickert. This request was complied with unmediarely, 
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and the names, addresses, and telephone nucabers of the selected centers were 


provided over the telephone. 


The staff ar OIC also prowided a hist of 22 heensed timily day care providers wha 
were dised by demonstration participants. We drew a random sample of LT pros iders 
trom this ist tor the survey. Twa of these selected providers no longer cared sor 
children, and one provider could nor be located. Thus, the final sample ine duded 14 
family day care providers. 


Washington, D.C. (WOW) 


Statt ar WOW provided us with a list of 19 das care centers. This list included four 
uinbrella organizations (D.C) Department of Recreation. D.C. Cin Wide Weltare 
Center, Head Start Centers, and Parent and Child Centers, Ine.) thar did nat 
directly provide day care. The Department of Consumer and Regulatory Attairs 
(DCRAY Service Facthty Regulation Administration of the Government of the 
Datratiot Columbia provided as with a bist of child development centers dated 
Apna 1987. Randomly selected centers were Chosen trom this list to represent the 
district in che same proportion as those on the WOW list, One center could not he 
lovated, ond one center was ne donper providing child care. 


WOW stat alse prowided hist of 15 family dav care providers. This list also con: 
tuned four umbrella agencies (Family and Child Services of Washingron, 2. 
Department of Human Services, Alexandra City Department of Social Services, 
and Ci County Departinent of Social Services). While Alexandr and Prince 
Georges County retised to provide us with lists of family providers, DORA sent us 
its May F987 bist of heensed child development homes. Using the same procedure 
used with centers, we supplemented the WOW lists. Three tamily prownders were 


ublocatable, tour po donger cared tor children, and one tamily prowider cared tor 


children anh atter school. 
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Table A.1 Sample of day care centers 


Initial Sample = New Sample Insligibie Coultin’t Locste Final Sample 


Atlanta 30 0 1 1 28 
San Jose 32 0 1 3 28 
Providence 27 9 9 1 26 
Washington, D.C 30 0 1 1 28 
Totals 419 9 12 6 110 


Table A.2 Sample of family providers 


Initial Sample New Sample Ineligible Couldn’t Locate Final Sample 


Atlanta 18 4 3 4 15 
San Jose 19 0 2 4 13 
Providence 17 0 2 7 14 
Washington, D.C. 20 4 5 3 16 
Totals 74 8 12 12 58 
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Tabie A.3 Interview response for day cara centers 


Eligible Sample Complete Refusal Partial Completion Rate 
Atlanta 28 24 3 1 8B% 
Providence 26 26 1 0 93% 
San Jose 28 26 2 0 93% 
Washington, D.C. 28 26 1 4 93% 
Totals 110 101 7 2 92% 


Table A.4 Interview response for family providers 


Eligible Sampte Complete Refusal Partial Comptetion Rate 
Atlanta 15 13 1 1 87% 
Providence 14 3 1 0 93% 
San Jose 13 12 1 0 92% 
Washington, D.C. 16 12 2 2 75% 
Totals 58 50 5 3 BE% 
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